
R 

EGzG ROCKY FLATS 6G 
RFIES CoHTRoc 
TGONG LTR No. 
E ORDER I 

EGLG ROCKY FLATS, INC. 
ROCKY FLATS PLANT, P.O. BOX 464, GOLDEN, COLORADO 80402-0464 (303) 966-7000 3 R F L Z T ~ '  

December 20, 1993 

S. R. Grace 
Environmental Restoration Division 
DOE, RFO 

ASSIFICATION 
H 

lcussw 

mMEFcML 
rn=r 

93-RF-15469 

NOTES FROM TELEPHONE-CONFERENCE WITH THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EG&G ROCKY FLATS AND ROY WESTON - REM- 018 -93 

Enclosed is a summary of the notes from a telephone conference held between the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), Colorado Department of Health (CDH), EG&G Rocky Flats and Roy F. 
Weston, regarding agency comments to the Operable Unit No. 2 (OU 2), Surface Water Interim 
Measure/lnterim Remedial Action (SW IM/IRA) Draft Treatability Study Report (TSR). The phone 
conference provided clarification of comments to the draft in preparation of the Final TSR. Conference 
call participants included the following individuals: 

Bill Fraser EPA 
Joe Schieffelin CDH 
Robin Madel EG&G 
Michael Anderson Weston 
Mark Sellman Weston 

Also enclosed is a schedule for completion of the Final TSR. As the schedule indicates, there is a 
concurrent DOE and EG&G review of the revised text occurring on January 6-7, 1994. The new date 
for submittal of the Final TSR to the agencies, based on the previously agreed upon schedule for 
completion of the report (EG&G letter 93-RF-8467 and DOE letter 93-DOE-08451), is January 26, 
1994. 

If you have any questions regarding the report, please contact R. E. Madel of Environmental 
Engineering & Technology at extension 6972. 

P. i. Laurin 
Operable Unit No. 2 Project Manager 
Environmental Restoration Management 
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Orig. and 1 cc - J. K. Hartman 
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cc: 
J. Pepe - DOE/RFO 
E. Dille - Aguirre 
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Meeting Notes from Telephone Conference with 
EPA/CDH/EG&G/Roy F. Weston 

December 16, 1993 

-Risk Assessment (RA) and Potential Contaminant of Concern (PCOC) Paper 

- Both agency representatives agreed that the water quality from the three surface water locations 
characterized in the Draft TSR can and should be evaluated with respect to ARARs and that a 
discussion of risk associated with contamination from those sources is not required in the TSR. 

- Both agency representatives agreed that the RA  and the PCOC paper could be deleted from the 
report without impact to the conclusions of the report. 

OPre-September 7, 1993 Data From Surface Water Location SW-132 

- Both agency representatives agreed that the data collected from SW-132 prior to September 7 ,  
1993 should be deleted from the report with an explanation for invalidating the data. 

- Both agency representatives agreed that the data collected from SW-132 since September 7 ,  
1993 should be included in the report. 

Conclusions Regarding Collection and Treatment of Surface Water Locations 
SW-59, SW-61 and SW-132 

- EG&G can make recommendations for discontinuing collection and treatment of SW-61 and SW- 
132 and recommendations for continuing collection and treatment of SW-59 using the existing 
Field Treatment Unit (FTU) without modifying the IM/IRA through an Explanation of Significant 
Difference (ESD), which would require public notification. 

- EG&G can make recornmendations for collection and treatment of SW-59 through some other 
treatment method (e.9. transference to OU 1) only through an ESD and public notification. 

Definitions of “Limiting Conditions” for Economical Operation of the FTU 

- The representative from the EPA would like EG&G to include in the Final TSR an evaluation of the 
conditions (i.e. influent contaminant concentrations) under which operation of the FTU would be 
cost effective and waste production effective. 

- The representative from CDH would like an evaluation of the R-U and its ability to treat more highly 
contaminated water (e.g. Decontamination Pad Water). 

Discussion of QC Data 

- The final TSR should provide clarification as to what sampling procedures were followed, what 
samples were taken, and how the lack of field QC data affects the validity of the data collected from 
the FTU. 
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Discussion of Valldated vs Non-Validated Data 

Representatives from both organizations would like the report to reflect an updated accounting of 
data validation and rejection and how this information may or may not impact the conclusions of the 
report. 

Both representatives agreed that this task may provide some impact to the accelerated schedule. If 
necessary, additional time, on the order of one to two weeks, will be granted to complete this data 
analysis. 

Responses to Comments from Agencies and the Technical Review Group (TRG) 

- Both representatives agreed that a separate, formal response to the comments provided by both 
the agencies and the TRG is not required or necessary. Acceptance of the report by the agencies 
acknowledges incorporation of comments by EG&G. 
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